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PropPOLITICAL CAMPAIGNS. PUBLIC FINANCING.

CORPORATE TAX INCREASE. CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION AND
 EXPENDITURE LIMITS. Initiative STATUTE.

 Don’t be fooled by Proposition 89. Prop. 89 is NOT about 
cleaning up politics. But, it is 56 pages of new, complicated, 
confusing election rules that won’t work.
 Proposition 89 was put on the ballot by a single special 
interest group, the California Nurses Association, that wants 
an UNFAIR advantage in California elections while small 
businesses and individuals are effectively SHUT OUT of the 
political process. Even other labor organizations like those 
representing teachers, fi refi ghters, and law enforcement do 
not support Proposition 89, because it RESTRICTS their 
participation in the political process as well.
 PROPOSITION 89: NOT JUST ABOUT BIG 
CORPORATIONS.
 The authors of Prop. 89 say they are trying to stop 
big corporations from having too much infl uence. But, 
Proposition 89 restricts many small businesses from backing 
candidates or supporting and opposing initiatives. Even a 
mom-and-pop business, if it is incorporated like many are, 
is restricted under Prop. 89.
 Proposition 89 also restricts many nonprofi t groups that 
want to educate voters about the issues they care about. For 
example, a group of crime victim advocates will be limited 
in warning voters about a candidate who is soft on crime. 
Teachers will be limited in helping elect candidates who will 
support improving our schools.
 PROPOSITION 89: INCREASES TAXES TO PAY FOR 
NEGATIVE CAMPAIGNS.
 California has many urgent priorities to get our state back 
on the right track.
 Proposition 89 contains a $200 MILLION TAX 
INCREASE and gives that money to politicians to 
spend on their negative TV ads and junk mail.
 Proposition 89 places virtually no limits on how the 
politicians spend their taxpayer-fi nanced campaign funds. It 
means that we, the taxpayers, will be paying for their negative 
ads!
 PROPOSITION 89: WON’T STOP WEALTHY CANDIDATES.

 Proposition 89 puts no limits on wealthy candidates who 
try to buy California elections.
 Under Proposition 89, a politician using taxpayer funds 
and running against a wealthy candidate can get up to ten 
times the normal taxpayer money to run his campaign. A 
candidate for Governor could qualify for up to $200 million 
of taxpayer money to run his or her campaign.
 PROPOSITION 89: IT’S UNCONSTITUTIONAL!
 James Hall, past Chairman of the California Fair Political 
Practices Commission, says:
 “Proposition 89 is unconstitutional, unfair, and won’t 
work.”
 Supporters of 89 say it is modeled after measures in 
other states. But, the United States Supreme Court recently 
found the contribution and expenditure limits in a similar 
measure from Vermont unconstitutional because they limit 
free speech and violate the First Amendment.
 PROPOSITION 89: WE ALREADY HAVE CAMPAIGN 
LIMITS.
 Californians have already passed a campaign fi nance 
reform law, Proposition 34, which strictly limits contributions 
to candidates. This law has survived several court challenges 
and is working. We don’t need Prop. 89.
 SAY NO to PROPOSITION 89!
 Proposition 89 is unfair to small businesses, nonprofi ts, 
and groups representing working Californians. It is a waste 
of our precious tax dollars, it’s unconstitutional, and it’s 
just another confusing measure that won’t work. Please join 
small businesses, taxpayers, educators, organized labor, and 
so many others in voting NO on Proposition 89.

ALLAN ZAREMBERG, President
California Chamber of Commerce
TONY QUINN, Former Commissioner
California Fair Political Practices Commission
LARRY McCARTHY, President
California Taxpayers’ Association

 Elections should be decided by voters, not special interests. 
Elections should be about the best ideas, not who has the 
most money. Vote YES on Proposition 89 for fair and clean 
elections.
 Proposition 89:
• Levels the playing fi eld and makes our elections fairer and 

more competitive. Advocates for crime victims, education, 
healthcare, seniors, and other regular Californians will no 
longer be drowned out by big campaign spenders.

• Saves taxpayers money by ending the incentive for 
legislative giveaways on lobbyist-driven projects. The 
$3.3 billion in corporate tax loopholes today cost each 
California household $275 every year.

• Provides the antidote to negative advertising. Candidates 
who accept public fi nancing must participate in real 
debates and cannot hide behind negative 30-second ads.

• Does not increase taxes on individuals. Small businesses 
will not foot the bill.

• Creates a Clean Money public fi nancing system like those 
in other states that protects free speech and has been 

proven to be effective and constitutional.
• Opens our elections to a diversity of qualifi ed candidates 

from all walks of life, like teachers, nurses, and fi refi ghters, 
not just those with access to the most money.

• Sets tough penalties for those who violate the law.
 The special interests oppose Prop. 89 because they like 
the control they have over our political system today. As a 
Los Angeles Times headline said, “Prop. 89: So Good It’s 
Scary—to Sacramento.”
 It is time to put the voters back in charge. VOTE YES ON 
PROPOSITION 89.

JACQUELINE JACOBBERGER, President
League of Women Voters of California
RICHARD L. HASEN, JD, Ph.D., Constitutional Election 
 Law Professor
KATHAY FENG, Executive Director
California Common Cause




